particular role for China in that imagination, which I want to examine here through a discussion in which this imagination has turned on itself, in the topic of world literature. Though I write from Hong Kong, like many of the contributors to this feature, I will not be discussing Hong Kong and its roles here; rather, it serves only to mark an impulse toward universalism at the same time as it eschews universalism-an impulse I see as definitively theoretical. My citation of Xi Chuan's poem serves to locate my consideration of twenty-first century Chinoiserie in the role China plays in contemporary discussions of world literature. By "Chinoiserie" I refer to discursively powerful conceptualizations of China as a culture, a more specific version of what "Orientalism" has come to mean in regards to Asia as a whole.
1 Through my discussion of the role of these conceptualizations of China within discussions of world literature, I will explain some of my attitudes toward the importance of translation, an act which may be able to point to a reconciliation or détente between nativist and universal or even universalist values.
China As and Against the Universal
In politics and poetry China in translation represents a troubled relationship with universalism. In poetry, some see the Chinese language as containing the seeds for its own universality; Eliot
Weinberger: "the first-person singular rarely appears in Chinese poetry. By eliminating the controlling individual mind of the poet, the experience becomes both universal and immediate to the reader" (Weinberger 7) . Others see translation from Chinese unlocking its universalist potentials, the transfer of languages unlocking its abstracted essence; Wai-lim Yip 葉維廉, writing on Ezra Pound under the title "The Platonic Form of the Poem": "to hold on to the 'indestructible' part of the poem, the poet is to abandon 'local' taste ... because certain things can never be translated 'locally'" (Yip 138) . And in politics, still others see China as proving the universal, such as Slavoj Žižek's admonishment of Marxists to "fully endorse the displacement in the history of Marxism concentrated in … the passage from Lenin to Mao"-just "as Christ 1 While "Orientalism" as named by Edward Said has been widely deployed in studies of the use and representation of China in literature and theory, Said's book is about the Middle East as an object of discourse, not Asia as a whole. In fact, Said cautions how "Americans will not feel quite the same about the Orient, which for them is much more likely to be associated very differently with the Far East (China and Japan, mainly" (Said 1). Furthermore, if "the Orient," as Said puts it, is "almost a European invention" (Said 1) then too facile an application of the Orientalist critique to the presentation of China would be accepting the validity of that invention in eliding important distinctions between the Arabic-speaking, Indic-speaking, and Chinese-speaking worlds while purporting to criticize the structural politics at work in its formation as knowledge. I am glad, then, to have room here to talk about "Chinoiserie" as something distinct from "Orientalism." See Gu for more on how Said's theory of Orientalism applied to China is like "scratching an itchy toe from outside one's shoe" (2). needed Paul's 'betrayal' in order for Christianity to emerge as a universal church"-since "only in this way, universality is born" (Žižek 2-3 canon and the way in which, at its best, it draws on translation to deliver surprising cognitive landscapes hailing from inaccessible linguistic folds," when she argues in Against World
Literature against "tendencies in World Literature toward reflexive endorsement of cultural equivalence and substitutability, or toward the celebration of nationally and ethnically branded 'differences' that have been niche-marketed as commercialized 'identities'" (Apter, Against
World Literature 2), she marks the problem I note. In opposition to a presentation of China as culturally equal to and substitutable-commensurable and fungible, like currency-for any other culture, an ossification of China has arisen in terms hard not to see as a niche-marketed and commercialized "identity."
Much of the discussion of China's place in world literature, particularly by those who do not know Chinese, presents such a Scylla and Charybdis. Chinese cultural creations are "manifestly" not Euro-American cultural creations, the logic goes, so the only way to translate is to spruce it up with "echoes" that make the "poems work,"
because accuracy "is irrelevant to the poem's existence abroad." Certainly there is a gap between source text and target, as there is a bar between signifier and signified (see Lacan 149); if that bar becomes impenetrable, however, or the gap can never be crossed, then we have China otherized and isolated as a nation whose stylistic relationship to our imagination of it is "irrelevant."
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Writing that "Developmental narratives of literary history … tend to naturalize parameters of comparison that exclude certain kinds of cultural production," Emily Apter notices that "when European nineteenth-century art history invented 'Chinese art,' it treated China as a totalized cultural essence; calligraphy and painting were anointed as art, while temple architecture was consigned to lower status as sacred building" (Apter, Against World Literature 57; she cites Clunas 10-12). In Damrosch's dismissal of "the Chinese context in all its particularity," he is in fact making the same move. But Apter's response is rather to critique the "translatability assumption" she sees implicit in world literary studies, and propose instead "incommensurability" and "the Untranslatable" to be more sufficiently "built into the literary heuristic" (Apter, Against World Literature 3). Applying this to China (which is not to say that I see Apter doing so), we would find its untranslatable incommensurability theorized as an essential difference, as if our inability to understand it-its illegibility, its inscrutability-were its problem, not ours. We might even reconfigure that problem as a virtue, a definition of its nationality standing against our multinational capitalist will to power.
While I hope this particular iteration of Chinoiserie does not last throughout the whole twenty-first century, it certainly has roots reaching earlier than the year 2000. Haunting my description here is the specter of Fredric Jameson in the twentieth century. Once he decided that postmodernism was nothing but (the Cultural Logic of Late) Capitalism, China became the location of his imagined resistance to American-led capitalist domination of the world and its cultural products. 6 Jameson is unabashedly nationalist: when he launched investigation into the "reinvention, in a new situation, of what Goethe long ago theorized as 'world literature'" (Jameson, "Third-World Literature" 68), he did so stating, "a certain nationalism is fundamental in the third world … thus making it legitimate to ask whether it is all that bad in the end" 5 I do not want to imply that the target text, or the translation's acceptability, is less important than its accuracy to the source text. On the contrary, it is exactly in struggling for new forms of accuracy that the parameters of acceptability expand. As Charles Bernstein notes, referring to the same translations Damrosch praises: if Chinese poems "are translated into conventional sounding American free-verse … the style chosen for the American version would fail to convey one of the most fundamental aspect of how the poems were heard, and how they mean, to Chinese ears, which is the most interesting aspect of the work. This would be true, perversely, in direct proportion to the literal accuracy of such a translation, because the apparently 'same' or in any case mistily similar style does not mean the 'same' thing is [sic] the different cultures" (Bernstein 88) . 6 The article to whose title I refer was published in 1984; the book in 1991; see Jameson, "Postmodernism" and Postmodernism. This depiction of China as paradigmatic nation presents a strange sequence of ironies.
The first is that the Manifesto was published in 1848, a year of revolutions across Europe and South America associated much less with internationalism than with what Eric Hobsbawm has called "an assertion of nationality, or rather of rival nationalities" 
China in Theory Translation and China in Translation Theory
That power of this kind of Chinoiserie is still with us, as are its effects. Not only has our tendency in the West been to understand China, tacitly or overtly, as a nation-state, China itself has become a resolutely nationalistic country. Two decades ago Prasenjit Duara proposed
Rescuing History from the Nation, but while nominally espousing similar ideals, world literature only reconstitutes China's nationhood.
The difficulty of conceiving China as anything but a nation also has implications that ripple outward from the location of Chinese literature as configured within world literature, namely in the relationship between Chinese literature and the canon of literary theory. By "theory" I mean the turning inward of philosophy against its own universalist impulse; as Paul de Man put it, "the language [theory] speaks is the language of self-resistance" (de Man 19-20).
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(Theory, then, is to post-modernity as philosophy is, or was, to modernity: it is created by it, and it creates it). Part of this self-resistance is that theory does not come with an acknowledged canon of works that would limit and delimit its theorizations, making it hard to discuss in the abstract (which is the point). And yet I've found online a list of "87 Texts Every Critical Theorist Needs to Read" (Wolters) (though I don't know any potential critical theorist who could respond to this without problematizing the every and needs of the headline). Only eighty-seven titles long, it nevertheless provides a decent set of important works, sorted as coming from philosophy or sociology or literary theory, and so on. hesitancy to assert any Chinese thought or discourse as "theory" represents to me a delimiting and belittling of Chinese knowledge as knowledge, quarantining the Chinese from the possibility of the universal. 12 The impulse to posit Chinese "thought" and "discourse" instead of "theory" is 10 Both are important questions, but I am only focusing on one now. In the latter question, I see the continuation of the West's compartmentalizing imagination of China as behind what Marx calls "Chinese walls." Yet if the former question is hard to answer, I believe it is because of China's own ideological purchase on such oppositional segregation, despite or indeed because such segregation is born in the West. And yet at the same time, because of the same promotion of Western philosophical knowledge as universal, Chinese-speaking intellectuals are very likely to have an education in critical thinking that covers not only Chinese classical thought but the critical thinking embedded and embodied in the continental tradition, as well. Thanks to one of my anonymous readers for pointing to the socialist literary criticism of the 1930s -'80s, the hegemony of which, the reader explains, may have driven liberal scholars away from direct and self-conscious engagement with theory, while its Marxism might be confusing to scholars in the West familiar with a separate Marxist tradition. See also, Dabashi. 11 Cheung explains her title as follows: "The use of the word 'discourse' in the title of this anthology is deliberate, chosen after careful consideration of alternatives such as 'An Anthology of Chinese Theory on Translation', 'An Anthology of Chinese Theories on Translation', and 'An Anthology of Chinese Thought on Translation'. The purpose is to highlight the point that no writing is done in an ideological vacuum" (Cheung 1). In other words, she sees "discourse" as larger than "theory." My mention of her title admittedly reads against the grain of her stated intent. Also worth considering is, in contrast to titles such as Biguenet and Schulte, above, titles such as Lawrence Venuti's Translation Studies Reader, and in contrast to Cheung, Leo Chan's Twentieth-Century Chinese Translation Theory. 12 Even when theory is the turning inward of philosophy against its universalism; we might otherwise think that if the Chinese cannot be universal, it could only always already be theoretical! the impulse, for instance, to translate tianxia 天下, a concept coined in the bronze age but which has currency even today, not as "under heaven" but as "the empire," "our land," or even "China,"
as if "under heaven" would imply a Biblical epistemology and turn the tian of tianxia into the tian of "Christian." 13 The academic critique of universalism has tied it so tightly to the European Enlightenment and its implicit positional superiority ("modernity is a theory of the world," writes Eric Hayot, and thereby "of a particular kind of worldedness that it most commonly calls the 'universal'" (Hayot, On Literary Worlds 105)) that we may have become blind to possible imaginations of the universal rooted in other times and other places.
Unfortunately, the only available Other to universalism seems to be nationalism, also born in the same moment of Western-led modernity, and susceptible to the same epistemological
pitfalls. Yet here we observe a problem with Apter's argument for "the politics of untranslatability," namely, that she seems to understand "translatability" as equal-perfectly translatable-to "commensurability." Whereas in The Translation Zone she proposed both that "Nothing is translatable" and that "Everything is" (Apter, The Translation Zone xi-xii), in Against World Literature she seems to have decided that few things should be. But the difference between everything and nothing being translatable is the definition of translatable itself. In the latter, its definition is impossibly narrow. I therefore prefer the former: translation is not about positing equals, but equivalents. And as users of language we are able to distinguish between different contextual meanings of what appears to be the same vocabulary: we know that modernist fiction does not necessarily espouse modernist philosophy, any more than a romantic novel necessarily tells a romantic story. Translation is not a pronouncement of eternal commensurability, but an assertion of nonce communicability. Many terms seem to assert themselves, so to speak, but that is the result of history, rather than of any timeless truth. A translation says, This is the cultural equivalent at my time for the purposes of this text; anything beyond that is a claim made by and for a different text and with a different purpose, function, or skopos.
In this understanding of translation, perhaps a way forward from the impasse that locks universalism and nationalism as currently known into the same discursive construct.
Monks' Mountains
The tendency in recent literary scholarship to prioritize theory over its purported object of literature has been criticized many times, most memorably, for me, in Marjorie Perloff's "If Foucault has pronounced so definitively on the death of the author, why are we always invoking the name of the author Foucault?" (Perloff 410 ). I certainly do not want to do away with theory, either as a tool for reading or for investigations in their own right into how reading is situated between the text and the world. Nevertheless, it could serve to be expanded, or even reimagined:
while we are now very comfortably in the era in which literary theory from a broadly Western tradition can be applied to Chinese texts (and challenged by such application), we are not at the point where theories originating in Chinese intellectual traditions can illuminate or be illuminated by non-Chinese works of literature. This does not necessarily essentially, but often enough effectively reproduces Western power over Chinese culture as a known object.
Shu-mei Shih has written very well on "the majoritarian dichotomy of the West (theory) and the Rest (Asia)" and on whether Asia could be a "location of theory" (Shih, "Theory, Asia and the Sinophone" 467, 471). My own tactical response to the lack of a "Chinese" theory legible as such in English, rather than to search for a theorist writing in Chinese whose work I could translate into the appropriate idiom, is to look to literature as an already-existing construct with ties both to the local and the universal. I have heard of university departments of Philosophy whose excuse for not teaching Zhuangzi 莊子 was that it was not philosophy, but literature. This is parochialism, of course, but it nevertheless demonstrates that our understanding of literature is broad enough to include the whole world, even if our philosophy and our theory are not. Turning to literature, by the way, rather than philosophy or science, is the "historical significance" of what Derrida calls the "fascination that the Chinese ideogram exercised on Pound's writing." He wrote, "the necessary decentering cannot be a philosophic or scientific act as such, since it is a question of dislocating, through access to another system linking speech and writing, the founding categories of language and the grammar of the epistémè … It was normal that the breakthrough was more secure and more penetrating on the side of literature and poetic writing … This is the meaning of the work of Fenellosa [sic] whose influence upon Ezra Pound and his poetics is well-known: this irreducibly graphic poetics was … the first break in the most entrenched Western tradition" (Derrida 92 (1910 -1998) , "the highest ideal of literary translation" 文學翻譯的最高理想可以説是 "化": "words of one language transforming into those of another, with no trace of stiffness or contrivance due to difference of custom, yet preserving the flavor of the original" 把作品從一國 文字轉變成另一國文字，既能不因語文習慣的差異而露出生硬牽強的痕跡，又能完全保存 原作的風味 (Qian Zhongshu, "Lin Shu de Fanyi" 77). 15 It presents a pathway out of seeing Chinese writing as writing that always comes from and leads back to China's own nationhood; it presents a vision of Chinese literature as literature, instead, in a neighborhood, in dialogue with the rest of the world, neither necessarily adhering to nor providing the terms of conversation.
Chinese Currencies
Speaking of "Alors, la Chine ?" Roland Barthes's brief essay about his voyage to Cultural
Revolution China (to which my title here alludes), Eric Hayot writes that for Barthes, "China was not really in the world" (Hayot, Chinese Dreams 156) . Hayot sees China's not being in the world as a productive absence for Barthes, along the lines of his "neutral," whose relation "to both politics and the aesthetic," Hayot explains elsewhere, "attempts to negate the demand that the work take a position in relation to the field of its appearance" (Hayot, On Literary Worlds 174) . 16 But if China's absence for Barthes was productive, its presence as too often formulated in critical discussions of world literature is destructive. Rather than neutral, it becomes neutralized, unable to say anything to the rest of the world because, in the acknowledgment that it has been otherized, it becomes de-universalized out of existence. That neutralization by nationalization constitutes its own Chinoiserie. A way past that, I think, is to look to Chinese cultural texts as texts that can go beyond the limitations of their imposed Chineseness. We need more translations from Chinese, but we also need to broaden the context in which we read those translations, so that they relate both to "the Chinese context in all its particularity" and to the specifics that make the translations "work in the new language." In this way, we can see an end to our questions of whether we want "China" or "Chinatown," and can exchange Chinese currencies in a way that keeps those currencies current.
